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Fig. 9. Model proﬁles in approximate SP2 BC campaign locations in the tropics and midlatitudes, averaged over the points in the map
(bottom). Observations (black curves) are average for the respective campaigns, with standard deviations where available. The Houston
campaign has two proﬁles measured two different days. Mean (solid) and median (dashed) observed proﬁles are provided for (d). The
markers in the map inset denote the location of model proﬁles in these comparisons with the aircraft measurements that are detailed in
Table 7.
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Fig. 10. Like Fig. 9 but for high latitude proﬁles. Mean (solid) and median (dashed) observed proﬁles are provided except for (c) the
ARCPAC campaign has distinct proﬁles for the mean of the 4 ﬂights that probed long-range biomass burning plumes (dashed) and mean for
the 1 ﬂight that sampled aged Arctic air (solid).
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